greater. Some have advocated the use of multimedia forms of training as a way to more effectively simulate complex work experiences (see Goldstein, 1993 , for an early review). Whereas computer-based simulations have been employed with negotiation training, previous applications have focused on using negotiator Decision Support Systems (e.g., Wilkenfeld, Kraus, & Holley, 1998) or on identifying optimal solutions for negotiators (e.g., Winter, 1985) . Applications of multimedia simulations for training students in more effective bargaining behavior have been noticeably absent, probably due in part to the complexities of any but the simplest negotiation situations.
The purpose of this project is to evaluate student reactions to and the effectiveness of a new interactive video simulation designed to teach negotiation concepts. Interactive video is a technology that combines both computer and videodisk (e.g., laser disk, CD-ROM, DVD) technologies in a manner that captures the superior qualities of each technology. The interactive video program that is evaluated in the present research is Program 1 of the MCGILL NEGOTIATION SIMULATOR (MNS). This product uses a simulation scenario where the participant plays the role of an airplane manufacturer's sales representative; the participant attempts to sell an aircraft to a representative for a Greek airline. The MNS was developed with the consultation of prominent negotiation experts and is sold for use with college and professional business training courses.
Interactive video and negotiation
With the MNS, the student sees a full-screen, prefilmed opponent on the computer monitor; the video quality is comparable to that found on most CD-ROM products. In addition, the opponent's remarks are heard via headphones; the simulator also provides computer-generated screen overlays with written text, giving students dialogue choices at key decision points. Using a computer mouse, the student selects from appropriate menus of choices that are presented at these key decision points.
For example, the on-screen opponent might say, "I am afraid that there are too many issues upon which we disagree. I suggest we break off negotiations." After hearing such a statement, the student might be presented with four response options such as, "(1) Agree to the request for a recess," "(2) Respond with a lower offer on one issue (click the '$' button to lower your offer)," "(3) Suggest that both parties negotiate over each issue-one at a time," and "(4) Suggest that the parties identify tradeoffs among the issues." Negotiation theory (e.g., Fisher & Ury, 1981) suggests that Option 4 is the best response.
The full-screen video, the prewritten menu options, and the ease of using the program with only a mouse suggest that students will enjoy using the SIMULATOR. The fact that they bargain against an opponent whose style can be described as "tough but fair-minded" will also be appreciated. Finally, the novelty of this assignment, when compared to traditional classroom-based instructional methods, will make using the SIMULATOR appealing. Therefore, our first hypothesis is as follows:
Hypothesis 1: Participants will have a favorable reaction to using the MCGILL NEGOTIATION SIMULATOR.
In their review of various types of communication media in relation to various types of tasks, McGrath and Hollingshead (1993) observe that many negotiations occur using face-to-face interaction. They proceed to offer a contingency model suggesting that richer media such as face-to-face interaction and video will usually be superior to other media (e.g., telephone, e-mail, written messages) for complex tasks such as problem solving and negotiation. Johansen, Vallee, and Vian (1979) offer additional support for this position. They suggest that nonverbal cues provide information and feedback to the parties, enhancing the effectiveness of face-to-face interaction and video relative to other media. The general conclusion from this body of literature is that video media produce similar dynamics and effects when compared to face-to-face negotiations. Therefore, by implication, using interactive video to simulate a face-to-face negotiation session may generate (and train) behavior that is similar to what would occur with actual face-to-face negotiations and is a reasonable medium to use for training.
In their review of the literature, Poole, Shannon, and DeSanctis (1992) conclude that various types of media each have different strengths (e.g., negotiations using face-to-face media usually produce less conflict intensity than do negotiations using text-only media). Because experienced negotiators are aware of this fact, their negotiation sessions often utilize different types of media in combination. One relatively common combination is when the parties supplement face-to-face negotiation with written proposals for formal, detailed, or complex material (such as wage tables in unionmanagement contract negotiations). If visual and written media are often used in combination, then we suggest that utilizing interactive multimedia incorporating both a visual component (i.e., simulated face-to-face discussion) and a written textual component (i.e., purchase offers displayed in text mode on the screen) is an appropriate training method for capturing the multimedia nature of actual face-to-face negotiations. Mayer (1997) carries these ideas further. He offers a "generative theory of multimedia learning" that suggests that students actively learn through two different presentation modes-a visual mode and a verbal mode (note that the verbal mode may involve either auditory explanation or written text). Students select words and images, organize these, and, if the training is successful, integrate both forms of new information with each other and with their existing knowledge structures. He posits that multimedia applications work best when visual images are combined with appropriate verbal (either aural narration or written text) stimuli in temporal proximity. This is the case with the SIMULATOR used in the present study: Background information includes both video clips and narration, film clips representing the on-screen opponent show facial expressions while his remarks are conveyed via an aural soundtrack, poor choices made by the student early in the negotiation are immediately followed by on-screen textual feedback messages explaining why their choice may not have been a good one, and both sides' proposals are displayed in one corner of the screen in text mode, even as the video negotiation continues. Thus, the SIMULATOR's design is consistent with the recommendations of media theorists (e.g., Mayer, 1997; McGrath & Hollingshead, 1993) and should enhance student learning.
The SIMULATOR requires that students make choices from among the on-screen menu items presented to them during the negotiations. By actively making choices, students might better learn to recognize important decision points in negotiation and might better apply negotiation theory as they make decisions. The MNS computer program is written in such a way that whatever choice is selected, the preprogrammed opponent usually responds in a way that rewards decisions that are consistent with the underlying negotiation theory. Students encounter numerous decision points throughout the program and their decisions lead to their either securing an agreement or failing to do so, thus giving them immediate feedback. Students may also repeat the exercise, learning from their mistakes as they seek to secure favorable outcomes. For additional consideration of issues related to student learning with negotiation programs and simulators, see Saunders and Lewicki (1995) . They suggest that students participating in such negotiation simulations be given a paper-and-pencil pretest and posttest so that the amount of learning that any simulator provides may be determined. Mayer (1997) also suggests that pretest and posttest measures be used to determine whether students understand the new concepts by being asked application-type "transfer" questions rather than just definition-type questions. Given the characteristics of the MNS (e.g., reinforcement for correct responses), we anticipate that such learning will be substantial.
This logic suggests a second hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: Participants will show improved scores on a negotiation concepts test after using the MCGILL NEGOTIATION SIMULATOR.
In spite of the apparent advantages of interactive video, this method of teaching negotiation and persuasion concepts remains unproved. Therefore, the present study sought to evaluate the effectiveness of this method using two college courses where these concepts are taught: a sales course and a bargaining and negotiations course.
Study 1
The purpose of Study 1 was to determine whether Program 1 of the MNS improved student learning about negotiation techniques in a sales class. The SIMULATOR used a sales negotiation scenario and thus a sales class was an appropriate class for conducting a preliminary evaluation. Indeed, there is substantial overlap between both academic and popular literatures in the negotiation and sales fields (e.g., Cialdini, 1988;  Dawson, 1985; Karass, 1993; Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980; Perloff, 1993) . A second goal was to gauge student reactions to the SIMULATOR.
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Method Participants
Ninety-six students enrolled in a senior-level sales class taught by the Marketing Department of a comprehensive regional university in the upper midwestern United States participated in Study 1; participants received course credit for participation.
Design
Study 1 was a 2 × 2 repeated measures pretest and posttest design with two time periods and two groups: an experimental group (n = 73) and a control group (n = 23). Measures included reaction measures (Kirkpatrick, 1959 (Kirkpatrick, , 1960 (measured only at Time Period 2 and only from the experimental group) and learning measures (measured at Time Periods 1 and 2 and from both groups). The relationship between completion of this exercise and course scores was also assessed. Reaction measures included responses to the following three items (the first two were measured with a 5-point rating scale with anchors of 1 = not valuable at all and 5 = extremely valuable): (a) "How valuable was using the SIMULATOR as a learning experience?" (b) "How valuable was the SIMULATOR for teaching bargaining skills?" and (c) "How enjoyable was using the SIMULATOR?" (this item had anchors of 1 = not enjoyable at all and 5 = extremely enjoyable). Because of the high correlation among these three items (average r = .73; Cronbach's alpha = .89), they were combined into one scale whose scores could range from 3 to 15. Other reaction measures asked whether the computer program had crashed or "frozen" on them and whether they felt the MNS should be (a) dropped from the course, (b) an optional course assignment, or (c) a required course assignment.
Learning measures (Kirkpatrick, 1959 (Kirkpatrick, , 1960 ; also see Mayer, 1997) consisted of a series of 20 multiple-choice problem situations devised by two of the authors and patterned after successful preparation or bargaining strategies (according to the MNS), plus some bargaining concepts (e.g., integrative bargaining concepts) taught in the course and used with the simulator. The test-retest reliability of this "Negotiation Concepts" test was confirmed with a separate sample of students who took the test and then took it a second time after a 1-week interval (none of these students had yet used the simulator). The test-retest reliability of the measure was .75 (n = 18). priming effects. The SIMULATOR was the sole application of a stand-alone security workstation located in one of the computer laboratories. Students participated individually outside of class. They were seated facing the computer monitor located in the work station; they listened through headphones. Sound barriers blocked both noise and visual distractions.
The MNS operated as a self-contained CD-ROM program; students using the SIMULATOR had access to only the screen and the mouse. The keyboard and the central processing unit of the computer were locked in the lower cabinet of the security workstation. Thus, students could not tamper with the program code or steal the CD-ROM. However, experimenters could later use the keyboard to access each student's data.
Each student used the mouse to select his or her class and section from the list and to select his or her name from among the students in the group. A predetermined password had been given to each student; a student moved the mouse and then clicked on the letters on the compute screen to "type" the password and thus to enter the computer program.
The MNS offered students the opportunity to do background research prior to negotiating. The research topics appeared on the screen and the student could select which, if any, he or she wished to research. Full-screen video clips accompanied each research topic. Following a period of up to 30 minutes for research, the student could spend up to 1 hour negotiating the sale of an airplane to the on-screen opponent. The student could pause the program at any time to review background information. The MNS opponent made statements and/or offered proposals, and the student was required to select from an on-screen menu of responses and to make counter-offers. An "irritation counter" feature of the program was activated. A participant's response increased the counter if it: (a) reflected a lack of preparation, (b) established a pattern of very small concessions, or (c) violated common rules of bargaining (e.g., by retracting an offer or trying to recover a previously made concession). If the irritation counter reached "six," then the participant would receive a warning that the opponent was becoming irritated. If the irritation counter reached a value of "eight," then the on-screen opponent would break off negotiations and the session would end. Thus, participants were fully aware of the time remaining for negotiation, their opportunity to review any research material, the value of each side's offers, and whether an agreement had been reached or not reached. Students were required to bargain until either (a) they reached an agreement or (b) the computerized opponent (named "Mr. Pavros") had broken off negotiation three times. Therefore, the number of times Mr. Pavros got irritated and "walked out" on the student could be used as another measure of learning-a measure that is internal to the training situation itself (Goldstein, 1993 ), yet also behavioral (Kirkpatrick, 1959 (Kirkpatrick, , 1960 .
Each student was required to use the SIMULATOR at two different times-once during the first half of the semester, and then a second time during the second half of the semester. After completing the assignment for the second time, participants were asked to write a two-to-three-page typed "reaction paper." This assignment was made at the beginning of the semester so that students would pay close attention as they used the SIMULATOR. Finally, students completed the reaction and posttest learning measures at the course final examination period.
Results
Reaction measures
Sales student reactions toward the MNS were normally distributed (M = 8.98 on the 15-point scale, SD = 3.37, n = 71); clearly, they were not overly enthusiastic about the program. Initially, we suspected that this reaction was due to the fact that 23 of 70 students (32.9%-the rest did not answer the item) reported that the SIMULATOR had "crashed" or "frozen" when they were using it (note that since this study, a new MNS "Program Manager" program has been released that was designed to reduce this problem). However, a t test comparing the means on the reaction scale suggested that little difference existed between those for whom the SIMULATOR had crashed (M = 8.86) and those for whom it did not (M = 8.98), t(66) = -.29, ns. So this was not the cause of the negative reactions of some students. Nor was the number of times that the opponent broke off negotiations related to participant reaction (r = .01, ns). Anecdotal comments suggested that some students felt limited by their prewritten on-screen menu options; however, we have no data on this. Therefore, at this time the best conclusion that can be drawn is that sales students' reaction to the SIMULATOR was normally distributed. This distribution is shown in Figure 1 .
More positively, of those who had used the SIMULATOR and answered the item on the posttest, 66 of 70 (94.3%) reported that the SIMULATOR was easy to use. When asked about the future use of the MNS, only 1 person (1.4%) out of 71 said that the SIMULATOR should be dropped from the course. Thirty-nine (54.9%) felt it should be used as an optional assignment, and 31 (43.7%) felt it should be a course requirement. Clearly, the students felt that using the SIMULATOR was a valuable learning experience. These latter findings support Hypothesis 1.
Learning measures
The mean score on the pretest was 10.15 (SD = 2.36, n = 72) for the experimental group and 11.13 (SD = 2.03, n = 16) for the control group (a t test indicated that this difference was not statistically significant). The mean score on the posttest for the experimental group was 12.51 (SD = 2.46) and 11.69 (SD = 1.78) for the control group. A repeated-measures General Linear Model (GLM) analysis conducted using SPSS (version 7.5 for Windows 95) indicated that this linear time trend was significant, Wilks's Lambda = .88, F(1, 86) = 11.61, p < .001, η 2 = 11.9%. The between-subjects main effect was not significant, F(1, 86) = 0.02, ns, η 2 = 0.01%. A Time × Group interaction was also statistically significant, Wilks's Lambda = .95, F(1, 86) = 4.40, p < .04, η 2 = 4.9%. Thus, after using the MNS, participants'scores on the paper-and-pencil test all, 41 (56.2%) reported that he walked out once, and 9 (12.8%) reported that he walked out two or more times. The correlation between the number of times the computerized opponent broke off negotiations and the paper-and-pencil test score at Time 1 was -.27 ( p < .05), suggesting that the participants with high pretest scores were more successful in completing the negotiations. Together, these findings provide some support for Hypothesis 2.
Discussion
The results from Study 1 suggest that students in a sales class generally viewed interactive negotiation training in a positive light. They felt that it made a valuable contribution to the course and that the SIMULATOR was easy to use.
Students who did well on the pretest were more successful at not irritating the computerized opponent (to the point where he broke off negotiations), suggesting that knowledge of relevant negotiation concepts was significantly related to successfully concluding an agreement. Furthermore, the experience of negotiating using the SIMULATOR constituted a valuable training experience: Test scores improved significantly from the pretest to the posttest. The improvement was 23.5%. By contrast, the control group's score improved by only 5.1%. Even so, neither score was significantly correlated with overall course grade (r grade, pretest score = .08, ns; r grade, posttest score = .12). The reader should note that simply participating in the study (or an alternative assignment) contributed to the course grade; neither the SIMULATOR pre-or posttest scores nor whether the participant secured an agreement affected course grade-thus, no part-whole correlation exists. The lack of a significant correlation is probably due to the fact that the sales class covered a much broader range of topics than were measured with the SIMULATOR.
This study had its limitations. Students in both the control and experimental groups had occasion to interact with each other as both were taking the same course during the same semester. Thus, diffusion effects (Cook & Campbell, 1976; Goldstein, 1993) may have occurred. However, the improvement in the control group on the learning measure was minimal, suggesting that this was not a serious problem.
A second limitation was that students were allowed to decide whether they wanted to complete the MNS assignment or an alternative assignment. Thus, students were not randomly assigned to the experimental and control groups. Perhaps students who chose to use the SIMULATOR differed in their motivation and/or their proficiency in sales negotiation areas, thus accounting for their improvement in posttest scores.
A third possible limitation was that the class was a sales class. Although the MNS used a sales negotiation situation, it was entirely possible that students in this class did not view it as "making a sale" or "selling a product to a customer" as much as "a negotiation exercise." Therefore, they may have been less enthusiastic about the appropriateness of the SIMULATOR to the course than would students taking a negotiation class. In order to address these limitations, a second study was conducted.
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Study 2
Study 2 sought to replicate and extend the findings of Study 1 using a bargaining and negotiation course. In this study a quasi-experimental design was employed so that a control group could be employed, even though the sample size was relatively small. This design (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Cook & Campbell, 1976) With this design, Group 1 first acted as the experimental group and Group 2 first acted as the control group. Then, Group 2 used the SIMULATOR. It was anticipated that Groups 1 and 2 would not show significant differences on Test 1, yet they would show significant differences at Test 2 (Hypothesis 2). Finally, it was expected that Group 2 would show similar improvement as Group 1 had shown earlier and that both groups would have similar, higher, scores on Test 3 and that these scores would not be significantly different. Such a design was used with other training evaluation studies (e.g., Latham & Saari, 1979) .
Idealized graphical representations of such an experimental design have often shown that scores for each group should not increase when they were not receiving the experimental treatment (the MNS in this case). In other words, one might expect the scores for Group 1 to increase and then remain flat, whereas the scores for Group 2 would remain flat and then increase. However, we did not anticipate the scores to remain flat during the control time periods. This was because both groups were part of an ongoing negotiation class. Therefore, both groups'scores were expected to increase throughout the semester. Thus, this design should tell us how much greater value, if any, the MNS added to the students'learning, over and above what the course offered.
Method Participants
Forty-eight students enrolled in a senior-level bargaining and negotiation class taught by the Management Department of a comprehensive regional university in the upper midwestern United States participated in Study 1; participants received course credit for participation. All students had previously taken a principles of labormanagement relations course and thus were somewhat familiar with terms such as integrative bargaining. Like the students in Study 1, participants received credit for participating in the study; however, the amount of credit was not contingent on whether they reached an agreement.
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Design
The two-group, repeated-measures quasi-experimental design described earlier was employed with this experiment. Although originally, students had been divided randomly and equally into Groups 1 and 2, we discovered with the administration of Test 2 that only 17 students in Group 1 had actually used the SIMULATOR (all had reached at least one agreement). Therefore, these 17 were treated as Group 1 and the remaining students were treated as Group 2. Other aspects of the design were the same as in Study 1. The same dependent variables were used as in Study 1.
Procedure
The procedure for Study 2 was identical to that from Study 1, except that students were only required to complete the simulator (either agreeing or reaching an impasse) one time. This was because students needed to use the MNS within a specific time period (approximately 1 month for each group) to conform to the quasi-experimental design. Students were debriefed regarding the design of the study and the relevance of the SIMULATOR to the course following their completion of the final evaluation measure.
Results
Reaction measures
Participants in the negotiation course were quite enthusiastic about the MNS. Of 15 points possible, the mean reaction scale score was 11.81 (SD = 2.11) and only 4 of the 48 participants had responses below the neutral point on the scale. A bar chart of the distribution of scores is found in Figure 3 .
The crashing or freezing of the SIMULATOR continued to occur in Study 2. Ten of the 48 participants (20.8%) reported such problems. Nevertheless, all but 1 participant (97.9%) reported the SIMULATOR to be easy to use, and approximately two thirds of the students (n = 33, 68.8%) felt that the MNS should be a required course assignment; the remainder felt that it should be an optional assignment, and no students reported that it should be dropped from the course. Taken together, these results provide strong support for Hypothesis 1 and suggest that the participants had a very favorable reaction to the SIMULATOR training.
Learning measures
The mean score on the pretest (Test 1) was 10.57 (SD = 2.89, n = 48); this increased to 12.52 (SD = 2.93) at Test 2 and to 13.02 (SD = 2.79) at Test 3. A repeated-measures GLM analysis indicated that this linear time trend was significant, Wilks's Lambda = .52, F(2, 39) = 18.32, p < .001; η 2 = 48.4%. Thus, participants' scores on the paper-and-pencil test increased significantly throughout the semester, regardless of
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when they used the MNS. This finding was not surprising, given that all students were taking a negotiations course.
To determine whether the SIMULATOR produced an incremental effect above that of the main effect of time in the negotiations course, the pairs of scores at each of the three observation periods described in the quasi-experimental design were examined using the t test contrasts that emerge from a repeated-measures GLM analysis. This was also an appropriate set of analyses because the anticipated results (no difference at Time 1, significant difference at Time 2, no difference at Time 3) do not readily correspond to the polynomial contrasts tested with multivariate repeated-measures GLM analysis; indeed, for these data, the Time × Group interaction was not significant, Wilks's Lambda = .94, F(2, 39) = 1.05, ns, η 2 = 5.1%. Thus, whereas caution is always in order when the multivariate test is not significant, in this design it is quite appropriate to examine the specific contrasts hypothesized according to the quasi-experimental design. These results are shown in Table 1 .
As shown in Table 1 , the results follow the predicted pattern; the only significant difference between the two groups occurred at Time 2, when Group 1 members had each used the SIMULATOR and Group 2 members had not yet participated, t(44) = -2.39, p = .022, η 2 = 12.5%. The pattern of results is shown graphically in Figure 4 . Together, these findings support Hypothesis 2.
One concern was that if the scores for Group 1 were consistently higher than the scores for Group 2, then a significant between-subjects effect would appear, making interpretation of the data difficult, given that the two groups should not differ on Tests 1 and 3. Fortunately, such an effect was not significant, F(40, 1) = 3.83, ns.
When asked, "How many times did Mr. Pavros get irritated and walk out?" 13 participants (27.1%) responded that he did not walk out at all, 21 (43.8%) reported that he walked out once, and 14 (29.2%) reported that he walked out two or more times. Participant answers to this question generally corresponded with the actual number of times the opponent broke off negotiations, as recorded by the simulator: Actually, 11 did not have Mr. Pavros walk out at all, 20 had him walk out once, 8 saw him walk out three times, and 4 suffered this indignity four or more times. However, in this study, unlike Study 1, we did not obtain any significant relationship between test scores and the number of times the negotiations were terminated prematurely.
Exploratory analyses involving negotiator behaviors
The MNS stored all of the information about each negotiation session within the computer in a transcript format; no summary data were tabulated. To obtain data in a usable form, one of the authors looked at the computer records for the last negotiation for each participant and coded information, writing it in a notebook; the researchers were interested in answering specific exploratory questions (e.g., "Did the participant conduct research prior to bargaining?"). These retrieved and coded data were later entered into the larger data set. We retrieved, transferred, and coded information from the MNS for all of the Study 2 participants. Although preliminary and exploratory, these data tell us the following:
1. Most participants (n = 44 of 47; 88%) reached an agreement on their last session of negotiation. Of these, 30 (68%) included a Winter Lease (a distracting minor issue that was not necessary for either party to settle in order to secure an agreement-its net effect was only to reduce the participant's profit slightly) in their agreement and 14 (32%) did not. Interestingly, there was no difference in either price (overall M = $8.02 million) or profit (overall M = $1.06 million) based on whether the participants included this issue in their agreement. 2. The MNS designers programmed the SIMULATOR so that a failure to research topics prior to bargaining was likely to lead to incorrect choices by the participants, which would in turn irritate the opponent. However, we did not discover a significant relationship between those who conducted such research (n = 15; 30%) versus those who did not (n = 32; 64%) and either price, Ms = $8.00 million versus $8.02 million, respectively, t(41) = -.153, ns; or profit, Ms = $1.063 million versus $1.062 million, t(41) = .15, ns. Of course, it was possible that those who did not research their topics prior to the last session may have done so for previous negotiations. This possibility remains to be examined. 3. Whether a subject stopped an ongoing negotiation session to research (or review) a topic (n = 12; 24%) or not (n = 34; 68%) had no significant effect on either the negotiated selling price for the aircraft, Ms = $7.96 versus $8.03 million, respectively, t(41) = 0.54, ns; or profit, Ms = $0.95 million versus $1.10 million, t(41) = 1.25, ns. 4. We found no significant relationship between sales price and the grade in the negotiations course (r = -.03). Note that completion of the MNS (or an alternative assignment) contributed toward 5% of the course grade; however, whether an agreement was reached or how well the student did in the MNS did not affect that student's grade. 5. There was a marginally significant linear relationship between sales price and Test 3 score (r = .25, p = .10), suggesting that those who were more successful during the simulated negotiations were later somewhat more able to give more correct answers on the paper-and-pencil negotiation test. A similar finding emerged for the profit variable (r = .29, p = .055). However, given the marginal effect and small sample size, these findings should be interpreted with great caution.
Discussion
As shown in the Results, students taking a negotiations course believed that the MNS was easy to use and constituted a valuable addition to the course. Most also felt that it should be a required course assignment. Thus, the participants' reactions to the SIMULATOR were quite positive, supporting Hypothesis 1.
Students also seemed to show improvement in their negotiation test score, supporting Hypothesis 2. Generally, the changes in group scores followed the quasiexperimental design: At Test 1 (the pretest), the two groups' average scores did not differ significantly. Group 1's average score increased to the point where this group differed significantly from Group 2 at Test 2. Then, Group 2 used the SIMULATOR and its average score improved, whereas Group 1's average score declined slightly at Test 3; at this final testing, a significant difference between the groups no longer
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not significant, M for sales class experimental group = 12.51, M for negotiation class = 12.98, t(119) = -1.08, ns. Although these were different classes and no intermediate test was given to the sales class to facilitate additional comparisons, at present the best conclusion that we can draw is that there appears to be no incremental gain in requiring students to complete the SIMULATOR twice at different times of the semester.
There were several limitations of the present two studies that might be corrected in future research. First, only Program 1 of the MNS was available for testing at the time of this study. Eventually, two additional programs, each with increased complexity and realism, will be available. Presumably, they will be sequenced and this sequence can be tested in future research. They may also cover additional negotiation concepts that may increase the relationship between success on the SIMULATOR and overall course grade.
A second limitation was that the MNS used only a negotiation scenario to train students in negotiation skills. No online tutorial covering bargaining strategies or persuasion concepts was provided prior to the negotiation. Apparently the MNS designers anticipated that students would learn by doing. Although such an approach was effective, the effectiveness of the SIMULATOR could perhaps be enhanced if an online tutorial was added prior to the negotiation exercise. After all, even the best group (Group 1 of Study 2) only answered about 69% of the questions on the paper-andpencil test correctly. Future research might test whether such a tutorial (either as part of the multimedia simulator or as a more conventional computer tutorial) enhances learning.
A third limitation was that we had no external behavioral measure of negotiation success. Such an external validity measure would provide a desirable test of both negotiator behaviors and consequences (Kirkpatrick, 1959 (Kirkpatrick, , 1960 . Ideally, this measure would occur independently of the larger class structure, or, if that were not possible, at the end of the course term, perhaps in a controlled bargaining experiment. Again, a control group of students not taking the course would also be desirable.
A fourth limitation was that this study used relatively inexperienced college student negotiators. It would be interesting to determine whether this type of training would achieve similar results when incorporated into a training program for professional sales representatives or professional negotiators (e.g., union officer training).
In conclusion, multimedia instruction holds great promise for negotiation training (Saunders & Lewicki, 1995) . As this research has demonstrated, students can learn sales negotiation concepts through multimedia application and can have an enjoyable time while doing so. The challenge remains of finding the correct mix of instruction, application, and entertainment value of any multimedia presentation to maximize student learning.
